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6) M Claim(s) 1-17. 19. 21-32. 34-40. 42 and 44-52 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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Attachment(s) 

1) D Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) D Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 1 1042005 



Application/Control Number: 09/960,236 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1742 

DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . Claims 1,18, 20, 24, 33, 36, 41 and 43 are amended in view of the amendment 
filed 25 August, 2005. New claims 51-52 are added in view of the amendment. Claims 
34-35 remain withdrawn. Therefore, claims 1-33 and 36-52 remain under examination. 

Note, in Fig. 14, numeral 50 should be changed to 500. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1-3, 7, 9, 13-14, 23-24, 27-28, 31-32 and 51-52 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Uzoh et al. US 6,413,388 B1 (Uzoh'388). 

The teachings of Uzoh'388 are discussed in paragraph 7 of the previous Non- 
Final Office Action. 

Regarding amended feature of a width of at least one channel varies along a 
length of the at least one channel as recited in claims 1 and 24, Uzoh'388 teaches a 
pad comprising fluid channels and holes disposed within the fluid channels(Fig. 6f). 
Uzoh'388 further teaches another embodiment of the pad having multiple radially 
extending grooves(Fig. 6g). The widths of the radially extending grooves vary long the 
lengths of the grooves. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have substituted the fluid channels on the pad as shown in Fig. 6f of Uzoh'388 
with the multiple radially extending grooves as shown in Fig. 6g of Uzoh'388 in order to 
enhance fluid transfer and agitation between the substrate and the anode as taught by 
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Uzoh'388(col. 15, lines 3-5). Therefore, the multiple radially extending grooves with 
holes disposed within as taught by Uzoh'388 read on the claimed at least one channel 
and the widths of the radially extending grooves as taught by Uzoh'388 vary along the 
lengths of the radially extending grooves as amended. 

The remain limitations of instant claims 1 and 24 do not distinguish from the 
teachings of Uzoh'388 for the same reasons as stated in paragraph 7 of the previous 
Non-Final Office Action. 

Regarding instant claims 2-3, 7, 9, 13-14, 23, 27-28 and 31-32, the instant claims 
are rejected for the same reasons as stated in paragraph 7 of the previous Non-Final 
Office Action. 

Regarding new claim 52, the width of the radially extending grooves as taught by 
Uzoh'388 is increased as the grooves(i.e. channel) extend towards the edge channel 
portion, which meets the limitation of instant claim 52. 

Regarding new claim 51, even though Uzoh'388 does not explicitly teach the 
claimed reducing channel width as the at least one channel extends toward the edge 
channel portion, one of ordinary skill in the art would have fount the claimed feature of 
reducing channel width as the at least one channel extends toward the edge channel 
portion an obvious design choice absent persuasive evidence that particular channel 
configuration is significant. See MPEP 2144.04(IV). In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 
USPQ47(CCPA1966) . 
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4. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uzoh'388 in view of US co-pending application 09/472,523, now US 6,612,915, 
disclosed by Uzoh'388. 

The teachings of Uzoh'388 are discussed in paragraph 7 of the previous Non- 
Final Office Action. 

The instant claim is rejected for the same reason as stated in paragraph 8 of the 
previous Non-Final Office Action. 

5. Claims 1-3, 7, 9, 13-15, 21-24, 27-28, 31-32 and 51-52 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emesh et al. US 2002/0108861 A1(Emesh) in 
view of Uzoh'388. 

The teachings of Emesh are discussed in paragraph 9 of the previous Non-Final 
Office Action. 

However, Emesh does not explicitly teach the claimed amended feature of "a 
width of the at least one channel varies along a length of the at least one channel" as 
recited in amended claims 1 and 24. 

The teachings of Uzoh'388 are discussed in paragraph 3 above. 

Regarding instant claims 1 and 24, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to have incorporated the multiple radially extending grooves as shown in 
Fig. 6g of Uzoh'388 into the grooves on the polishing pad of Emesh in order to enhance 
fluid transfer and agitation between the substrate and the anode as taught by 
Uzoh'388(col. 15, lines 3-5). Therefore, the multiple radially extending grooves with 
holes disposed within as taught by Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 read on the claimed at 
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least one channel and the widths of the radially extending grooves as taught by Emesh 
in view of Uzoh'388 vary along the lengths of the radially extending grooves as 
amended. 

The remain limitations of instant claims 1 and 24 do not distinguish from the 
teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 for the same reasons as stated in paragraph 9 
of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 

Regarding instant claims 2-3, 7, 9, 13-15, 21-23, 27-28 and 31-32, the instant 
claims are rejected for the same reasons as stated in paragraph 9 of the previous Non- 
Final Office Action. 

Regarding new claim 52, the width of the radially extending grooves as taught by 
Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 is increased as the grooves(i.e. channel) extend towards 
the edge channel portion, which meets the limitation of instant claim 52. 

Regarding new claim 51 , even though Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 do not 
explicitly teach the claimed reducing channel width as the at least one channel extends 
toward the edge channel portion, one of ordinary skill in the art would have fount the 
claimed feature of reducing channel width as the at least one channel extends toward 
the edge channel portion an obvious design choice absent persuasive evidence that 
particular channel configuration is significant. See MPEP 2144. 04(IV). In re Dailey, 
357 F.2d 669, 1 49 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1 966) . 

6. Claims 4-6, 8, 10-12, 17, 19, 36-40, 42 and 44-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Emesh in view of Uzoh'388, and further in view of 
Uzoh et al. US 6,261,426 B1(Uzoh'426). 
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The teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 are discussed in paragraph 5 
above. However, Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 do not specifically teach the claimed 
plurality of holes dimensioned to provide greater flow at the edge portion of the pad than 
in the central portion of the pad as claimed. 

The teachings of Uzoh'426 are discussed in paragraph 1 1 of the previous Non- 
Final Office Action. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have incorporated the various size openings of 
Uzoh'426 into the holes of the polishing pad channels of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 for 
the same reason as stated in paragraph 1 1 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 

Regarding instant claims 4-5, 10-12, 17, 19, 36-40, 42 and 48-49, the instant 
claims are rejected for the same reason as stated in paragraph 1 1 of the previous Non- 
Final Office Action. 

Regarding instant claims 6, 8 and 44-47, the rejection ground is maintained for 
the same reason as stated in paragraph 12 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 
7. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emesh 
in view of Uzoh'388, and further in view of Uzoh et al. US 6,612,915(Uzoh'915). 

The teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 are discussed in paragraph 5 
above. However, Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 do not explicitly teach the claimed at least 
two electrical contacts as recited in instant claim 25. 

The teachings of Uzoh'915 are discussed in paragraph 13 of the previous Non- 
Final Office Action. 
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Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have incorporated the electrical 
contact ring with plurality of contact members as taught by Uzoh'915 into the apparatus 
of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 for the same reason as stated in paragraph 1 3 of the 
previous Non-Final Office Action. 

8. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emesh 
in view of Uzoh'388, and further in view of Basol et al. US 2002/0134748 A1(Basol). 

The teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 are discussed in paragraph 5 
above. However, Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 do not explicitly teach the claimed slit 
extends part the edge region of the workpiece as recited in the instant claim 16. 

The teachings of Basol are discussed in paragraph 14 of the previous Non-Final 
Office Action. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
utilized the shaping plate or belt(i.e. rectangular shaped mask plate) of Basol into the 
polishing pad of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 for the same reason as stated in paragraph 
14 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. The remaining limitation of instant claim 14 
does not distinguish over the teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Basol for the 
same reason as stated in paragraph 14 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 

9. Claims 26 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'915, and further in view of Basol. 

The teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'915 are discussed in 
paragraph 7 above. 
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However, Emesh in view of UzolY388 and Uzoh'915 do not explicitly teach the 
claimed rectangular shaped mask plate as recited in instant claim 26. 

The teachings of Basol are discussed in paragraph 14 of the previous Non-Final 
Office Action. 

Regarding instant claim 26, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have utilized the shaping plate or belt(i.e. rectangular shaped mask plate) of 
Basol into the polishing pad of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'915 for the same 
reason as stated in paragraph 15 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. In addition, 
The remaining limitation of instant claim 26 does not distinguish over the teachings of 
Emesh in view of Uzoh'388, Uzoh'915 and Basol for the same reason as stated in 
paragraph 15 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 

Regarding instant claims 29 and 30, the claims are rejected for the same reason 
as stated paragraph 15 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 
10. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emesh 
in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'426, and further in view of Basol. 

The teachings of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'426 are discussed in 
paragraph 6 above. However, Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'426 do not 
explicitly teach the claimed slit extends part the edge region of the workpiece as recited 
in the instant claim 50. 

The teaching of Basol are discussed in paragraph 14 of the previous Non-Final 
Office Action. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
utilized the shaping plate or belt(i.e. rectangular shaped mask plate) of Basol into the 
polishing pad of Emesh in view of Uzoh'388 and Uzoh'426 for the same reason as 
stated in paragraph 16 of the previous Non-Final Office Action. 

Regarding instant claim 50, the claim is rejected for the same, reason as stated in 
the rejection of instant claim 16 above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 1 8, 20, 33, 41 and 43 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-52 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lois Zheng whose telephone number is (571) 272-1248. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Roy King can be reached on (571 ) 272-1244. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



ROY KING 1 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 1700 
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